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A simple, unified method is presented for the shear design of both pre-
stressed concrete members and nonprestressed concrete members. The
method can treat members subjected to axial tension or axial compression
and treats members with and without web reinforcement. The derivation of
the method is summarized and the predictions of the method are compared
with those of the current ACI Code.
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The shear design provisions of the 1995 ACI Code' con-
sist of about 43 empirical equations for different types of
members and different types of loading, some of which are
illustrated in Fig. 1. In 1973, the ACI-ASCE Shear
Committee’ expressed the hope that these “design regula-
tions for shear strength can be integrated, simplified, and
given a physical significance.” As shown by the growth in
the number of ACI shear design equations (see Fig. 2), the
code has not met this desirable goal. It is interesting to note
that, prior to 1963, the ACI shear design procedure was so
simple that only four equations were required.

Most of the shear design equations given in Fig. 1 were in-
troduced in either the 1963 or 1971 edition of the ACI Code.**
These design equations were developed in the period follow-
ing the 1955 air-force warehouse shear failures® and rely on
the traditional concept of adding a concrete contribution V. to
the shear reinforcement contribution V calculated on the basis
of the 45 deg truss equation.

Since 1971 there has been an intensive research effort aimed
at improving design methods for shear (see Fig. 3). The re-
search has shown that, in general, the angle of inclination of
the concrete compression is not 45 deg, and that equations
based on a variable angle truss provide a more realistic basis
for shear design. In addition, tests of reinforced concrete pan-
els subjected to pure shear® improved the understanding of the
stress-strain characteristics of diagonally cracked concrete.
These stress-strain relationships made it possible to develop
an analytical model, called the modified compression field
theory, that proved capable of accurately predicting the re-
sponse of reinforced concrete subjected to shear.
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The objective of this paper is to present briefly a simple,
general shear design method based on the modified compres-
sion field theory. This design method, recently introduced by
Collins and Mitchell,” has been adopted by the Ontario
Highway Bridge Design Code,? the Canadian Standards As-
sociation Concrete Design Code,” and the AASHTO LRFD
specifications.'” The method is summarized in Fig. 1.

SHEAR RESPONSE OF CRACKED CONCRETE
Tests of reinforced concrete panels subjected to pure shear

(see Fig. 4) demonstrated that even after cracking, tensile
stresses exist in the concrete and that these stresses can sig-
nificantly increase the ability of reinforced concrete to resist
shear stresses.

Cracked reinforced concrete transmits load in a relatively
complex manner involving opening or closing of pre-exist-
ing cracks, formation of new cracks, interface shear transfer
at rough crack surfaces, and significant variation of the
stresses in reinforcing bars due to bond, with the highest
steel stresses occurring at crack locations. The modified
compression field model attempts to capture the essential
features of this behavior without considering all of the de-
tails. The crack pattern is idealized as a series of parallel
cracks all occurring at angle 0 to the longitudinal direction.
In lieu of following the complex stress variations in the
cracked concrete, only the average stress state and the stress
state at a crack are considered [see Fig. 4(b) and 4(c)]. As
these two states of stress are statically equivalent, the loss of
tensile stresses in the concrete at the crack must be replaced
by increased steel stresses or, after yielding of some of the
reinforcement at the crack, by shear stresses on the crack in-
terface. The shear stress that can be transmitted across the
crack will be a function of the crack width. Note that shear
stress on the crack implies that the direction of principal
stresses in the concrete changes at the crack location.

ACI Structural Journal, V. 93, No. 1, January-Febuary 1996.

Received June 17, 1994, and reviewed under Institute publication policies. Copy-
right © 1995, American Concrete Institute. All rights reserved, including the making
of copies unless permission is obtained from the copyright proprietors. Pertinent dis-
cussion will be published in the November-December 1996 ACI Structural Journal if
received by July 1, 1996.

ACI Structural Journal / January-Febuary 1996



Michael P. Collins, FACI, is Bahen-Tanenbaum Professor of Civil Engineering at the
University of Toronto, Toronto, Canada. He is a member of ACI Committee 358, Con-
crete Guidways, the ACI Technical Activities Committee subcommittee on High-Per-
Jformance Concrete, and joint ACI-ASCE Committee 445, Shear and Torsion. He is a
member of the Canadian Standards Association Committee for the Design of Con-
crete Structures.

Denis Mitchell, FACI, is a professor in the Department of Civil Engineering and
Applied Mechanics at McGill University. He is a member of ACI Committee 408,
Bond and Development of Reinforcement, and ACI-ASCE Committee 445, Shear and
Torsion. He is Chairman of the Canadian Standards Association Committee for the
Design of Concrete Structures.

The average principal tensile strain €, in the cracked con-
crete is used as a “damage indicator” that controls the aver-
age tensile stress f] in the cracked concrete, the ability of the
diagonally cracked concrete to carry compressive stresses f5,
and the shear stress v, that can be transmitted across a crack.

The principal compressive stress in the concrete f; is relat-
ed to both the principal compressive strain €, and the princi-
pal tensile strain €, in the following manner [see Fig. 5(a)]
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Fig. I—Comparison of ACI and proposed shear design approaches
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Fig. 3—Research into shear design methods
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Fig. 4—Reinforced concrete panels subjected to shear

From Eq. (1), the principal compressive strain for the loading
portion of the stress-strain relationship is

e, = 0002 (1 - JT=fo For )

©))
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where €, has been taken as -0.002.

After cracking, the principal tensile stress in the concrete f; is
related to the principal tensile strain €; as follows [see Fig. 5(b)]

_ fcr
1+ ,/500¢,

where the cracking stress f, can be taken as 4 A/fj psi
(0.33 JE MPa). For large values of €, the cracks will become
wide and the magnitude of f, will be controlled by the yielding
of the reinforcement at the crack and by the ability to transmit
shear stresses v,; across the cracked interface [see Fig. 5(b)].
The shear stress that can be transmitted across the crack is a
function of the crack width w and the aggregate size a [see Fig.
4(c)], as given by

fi “

ci T

2.16,Jf
0.3+ 24w

®

psi and in.

a+0.63

For MPa and mm units, replace the 2.16 by 0.18 and the
0.63 by 16.
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Fig. 5—Stress-strain relationships for cracked concrete

If the stirrups have reached their yield stress and the
crack begins to slip, the average tensile stress in the con-
crete f| is limited to

f, = v tan® 6)

The previous stress-strain relationships, together with equilib-
rium and compatibility, can be used to predict the load-deforma-
tion response of reinforced concrete beams subjected to shear. 1
In addition, these relationships can be used as the basis for non-
linear finite element formulations.!>!3

DESIGN OF STIRRUPS FOR SHEAR

In applying the modified compression field theory to the de-
sign of beams, it is appropriate to make a number of simplifying
assumptions. As illustrated in Fig. 6, the shear stresses are
assumed to be uniform over the effective shear area b,d,. The
highest longitudinal strain €, occurring within the web is
used to calculate the principal tensile strain €. For design, €,
can be approximated as the strain in the flexural tension re-
inforcement. The determination of €, for a nonprestressed
beam is illustrated in Fig. 7. For a prestressed concrete mem-
ber, the concrete surrounding the reinforcement will remain
in compression until the applied tension exceeds the pre-
stress force A, f,,,, where f,, is the stress in the tendon when
the surrounding concrete is at zero stress. In lieu of more ac-
curate calculations, f,,, can be taken as 1.10 times f,.

Hence, for design
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Fig. 6—Beam subjected to shear, moment, and axial load
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atibility, the principal tensile strain €; can be related to
the longitudinal strain €,, the direction of the principal
compressive stress 0, and the magnitude of the principal
compressive strain €, in the following manner

g, =€+ (g,—¢,) cot'B ®)

Hence, as the longitudinal strain €, becomes larger and the
inclination 0 of the principal compressive stresses becomes
smaller, the “damage indicator” €, becomes larger. The
nominal shear strength V, of a member can be expressed as

A,

V,=V.+V+V, =fbdcotb+ Tdvcote +V,
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A
= B S b,d, + —}‘{yd‘,cote +V, 9)

From the expressions for the average tensile stress in the
cracked concrete [Eq. (4) and (6)], the tensile stress factor 3
can be determined as

4cotd < 2.16

T 1+ f00e. 24w
v 03+ S

psi and in. (10)

For MPa and mm units, replace the 4 by 0.33, the 2.16 by
0.18, and the 0.63 by 16. The crack width w is taken as
the crack spacing times the principal tensile strain ;.

It can be seen from the previous expressions for 3 that
as the tensile straining of the concrete increases (i.e., €,
increases), the shear that can be resisted by tensile stress-
es in the concrete V. decreases. The value of the principal
tensile strain €; will depend on the magnitudes of the lon-
gitudinal strain €,, the principal compressive strain &,,
and the inclination 0 of the principal stresses [see Eq. (8)].
Strain &, can be found from Eq. (3). In using this equation,
the principal compressive stress f, can be conservatively tak-
en as

f, = v(tan® + cot0) (1D
where
vV -V
__n_'p
v = bd (12)

From Eq. (3), (8), and (11), €, can be expressed as

e = gx+[gx+0,002[1_J1 —]%(tanemote)(o.m170sl)ﬂ cot’0 (13)

c

Table 1—Values of 6 and 3 for members with web
reinforcement

v Longitudinal strain €, x 1000
A <0 <0.25 |1 050 | £1.00 | £1.50 | £2.00

0 deg 27.0 28.5 29.0 36.0 41.0 43.0

<0.050
B 4.88 3.49 2.51 2.23 1.95 1.72
0 deg 27.0 27.5 30.0 36.0 40.0 42.0

<0.075
B 4.88 3.01 2.47 2.16 1.90 1.65
0 deg 23.5 26.5 30.5 36.0 38.0 39.0

<0.100
B 3.26 2.54 2.41 2.09 1.72 1.45
6deg | 25.0 29.0 32.0 36.0 36.5 37.0

<0.150
B 2.55 245 2.28 1.93 1.50 1.24
0 deg 27.5 31.0 33.0 345 35.0 36.0

<0.200
B 2.45 2.33 2.10 1.58 1.21 1.00
0 deg 30.0 32.0 33.0 35.5 38.5 41.5

<0.250
B 2.30 2.01 1.64 1.40 1.30 1.25

Note: for B values in MPa units divide given values by 12.

40

To use Eq. (9) to determine the required stirrups, the designer
needs to determine appropriate values of 6 and . For this pur-
pose, Table 1 gives suitable values of 0 and B as functions of the
longitudinal strain €, and the shear stress level v/f.”. While the
values in Table 1 were calculated assuming a diagonal crack
spacing of 12 in. (305 mm) and a maximum aggregate size of 3/
4 in. (19 mm), it is believed that these values are appropriate for
the full range of beams containing stirrups.

The 0 values given in Table 1 have been chosen to insure
that the stirrup strain €, is at least equal to 0.002 and to insure
that, for highly stressed members, the principal compressive
stress f, in the concrete does not exceed the crushing strength
Jomax- Within the range of values of 0 that satisfy these re-
quirements, the values given in Table 1 will result in close to
the smallest amount of shear reinforcement.

While the values in Table 1 can be applied to a range of
values of €, and v/f,” (e.g., 6 = 36 deg and B = 2.09 can be
used provided that €, is not greater than 1 x 103 and v/f,’
is not greater than 0.10), they were calculated for the up-
per limits of the range. Linear interpolation between the
values given in Table 1 could be used, but it is usually not
worth the effort.

At a particular section of a member subjected to V,, M,,
and N, the required shear strength is determined from

V, <0V, (14)

where the strength reduction factor ¢ can be taken as 0.85.
The amount of stirrups required at the section can then be
found from Eq. (9) as

VM
VSZ$‘VC‘V,; (15)
While this calculation is performed for a particular sec-
tion, a shear failure caused by yielding of the stirrups in-
volves yielding the reinforcement over a length of beam
about d,cot long. Hence, the calculations for one section
can be taken as representing a length of beam, d,cotf
long, with the calculated section being in the middle of
this length. Thus, near a support, the first section to be
checked is the section 0.5d,cot0 from the face of the sup-
port. Near concentrated loads, sections closer than
0.5d cotB to the load need not be checked. As a simplifi-
cation, the term 0.5d,cot® may be taken as d,. Since
1963, the ACI Code has required that at least a minimum
area of stirrups be provided whenever V, exceeds one-
half of the shear strength provided by the concrete. For
the design method presented in this paper, it is recom-
mended that a minimum area of stirrups be provided if

V,>0.50(V,+ V) (16)

where the minimum requirement is

AL,
Vs 7 :
_bws 20.72,/f", psi
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Af,

N

= B Jfb,d, + —2d cotd+V, )

From the expressions for the average tensile stress in the
cracked concrete [Eq. (4) and (6)], the tensile stress factor §
can be determined as

4cotO < 2.16

T 1+ 5008 24w
L0346

psi and in. (10)

For MPa and mm units, replace the 4 by 0.33, the 2.16 by
0.18, and the 0.63 by 16. The crack width w is taken as
the crack spacing times the principal tensile strain €.

It can be seen from the previous expressions for B that
as the tensile straining of the concrete increases (i.e., €,
increases), the shear that can be resisted by tensile stress-
es in the concrete V. decreases. The value of the principal
tensile strain €; will depend on the magnitudes of the lon-
gitudinal strain €,, the principal compressive strain €,,
and the inclination 0 of the principal stresses [see Eq. (8)].
Strain &, can be found from Eq. (3). In using this equation,
the principal compressive stress f> can be conservatively tak-
en as

f, = v(tan0 + cot0) (11
where
v,-V
__n_'p
v = bd (12)

From Eq. (3), (8), and (11), €, can be expressed as

e =€ + {sﬁo.ooz( 1 —JI —fi,(rane+ cole)(0.8+ 17081)]:] cot’6 (13)

Cc

Table 1—Values of 6 and 3 for members with web
reinforcement

v Longitudinal strain €, x 1000
1 <0 <0.25 | €050 | £1.00 | £1.50 | £2.00

Odeg | 27.0 28.5 29.0 36.0 41.0 43.0

<0.050
B 4.88 3.49 2.51 2.23 1.95 1.72
6deg | 27.0 27.5 30.0 36.0 40.0 42.0

<0.075
B 4.88 3.01 2.47 2.16 1.90 1.65
Odeg | 235 26.5 30.5 36.0 38.0 39.0

<0.100
B 3.26 2.54 2.41 2.09 1.72 1.45
O6deg | 250 29.0 32.0 36.0 36.5 37.0

<0.150
B 2.55 245 2.28 1.93 1.50 1.24
Odeg | 275 31.0 33.0 345 35.0 36.0

<0.200
B 2.45 2.33 2.10 1.58 1.21 1.00
Odeg | 300 32.0 33.0 355 385 41.5

<0.250
B 2.30 2.01 1.64 1.40 1.30 1.25

Note: for § values in MPa units divide given values by 12.
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To use Eq. (9) to determine the required stirrups, the designer
needs to determine appropriate values of 6 and . For this pur-
pose, Table 1 gives suitable values of 6 and B as functions of the
longitudinal strain €, and the shear stress level v/f,”. While the
values in Table 1 were calculated assuming a diagonal crack
spacing of 12 in. (305 mm) and a maximum aggregate size of 3/
4 1in. (19 mm), it is believed that these values are appropriate for
the full range of beams containing stirrups.

The 0 values given in Table 1 have been chosen to insure
that the stirrup strain €, is at least equal to 0.002 and to insure
that, for highly stressed members, the principal compressive
stress f, in the concrete does not exceed the crushing strength
Fomar- Within the range of values of 0 that satisfy these re-
quirements, the values given in Table 1 will result in close to
the smallest amount of shear reinforcement.

While the values in Table 1 can be applied to a range of
values of €, and v/f,/ (e.g., 6 = 36 deg and = 2.09 can be
used provided that €, is not greater than 1 x 10~ and v/f,’
is not greater than 0.10), they were calculated for the up-
per limits of the range. Linear interpolation between the
values given in Table 1 could be used, but it is usually not
worth the effort.

At a particular section of a member subjected to V,, M,,
and N, the required shear strength is determined from

V. <oV

u n ( 14)
where the strength reduction factor ¢ can be taken as 0.85.

The amount of stirrups required at the section can then be
found from Eq. (9) as

Vu
V>t_v_-v (15)

s c p

While this calculation is performed for a particular sec-
tion, a shear failure caused by yielding of the stirrups in-
volves yielding the reinforcement over a length of beam
about d,cotf long. Hence, the calculations for one section
can be taken as representing a length of beam, d,cot6
long, with the calculated section being in the middle of
this length. Thus, near a support, the first section to be
checked is the section 0.5d,cot6 from the face of the sup-
port. Near concentrated loads, sections closer than
0.5d,cotB to the load need not be checked. As a simplifi-
cation, the term 0.5d,cot® may be taken as d,. Since
1963, the ACI Code has required that at least a minimum
area of stirrups be provided whenever V, exceeds one-
half of the shear strength provided by the concrete. For
the design method presented in this paper, it is recom-
mended that a minimum area of stirrups be provided if

V,>05¢(V +V,) (16)

where the minimum requirement is

A,
> ’ 3
b s> 0.72 ,Jf". psi
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For MPa units replace the 0.72 by 0.06.

DESIGN OF LONGITUDINAL REINFORCEMENT

Fig. 8 illustrates the influence of shear on the tensile forces
in the longitudinal reinforcement. While the moment is zero
at the simple support B, there still needs to be considerable
tension in the longitudinal reinforcement near the support.
The required tension in the bottom reinforcement at Support
B can be determined from the free body diagram in Fig. 8(b)
by taking moments about Point C and assuming that the ag-
gregate interlock force in the crack that contributes to V. has
a negligible moment about Point C. For this nonprestressed
beam, the tensile force required at the inner edge of the bear-
ing area is

T = (%—O.Svs)cotﬂ an

Eq. (17) gives the additional tension due to shear. Hence,
at a section subjected to a shear V,,, a moment M,, and an ax-
ial force N,, the longitudinal reinforcement on the flexural
tension side of the member must satisfy

MM NM Vu
AL, A Sy 2 o + 05+ =05V, cot (18)

At maximum moment locations, the shear force changes
sign and hence, the inclination of the diagonal compressive
stresses changes. At direct supports and point loads, this
change of inclination is associated with a fan-shaped pattern
of compressive stresses radiating from the point load or the
direct support, as shown in Fig. 8(a). This fanning of the di-
agonal stresses reduces the tension in the longitudinal rein-
forcement caused by the shear (i.e., angle © becomes
steeper). Due to this effect, tension in the reinforcement does
not exceed that due to the maximum moment alone.

MEMBERS WITHOUT WEB REINFORCEMENT

In evaluating the P factors given in Table 1, it was assumed
that the diagonal cracks in webs containing stirrups would be
spaced about 12 in. (305 mm) apart. For members not contain-
ing web reinforcement, this assumption may be unconservative;
hence, it is inappropriate to use the B factors in Table 1 to eval-
uate the shear strength of members without web reinforcement.

For members without stirrups, the ability of the cracked con-
crete to transmit shear is primarily governed by the width of the
diagonal cracks [see Eq. (10)]. The crack width can be taken as
the principal tensile strain €, multiplied by the crack spacing.
Hence, for a given value of g, the shear strength will be a func-
tion of the crack spacing, with more widely spaced cracks re-
sulting in lower shear capacities.

Fig. 9 illustrates the assumptions made in this design method
concerning the crack spacings. For members without stirrups,
the diagonal cracks will become more widely spaced as 6 ap-
proaches zero. The crack spacing when 8 = 90 deg is called s,,
and this spacing is primarily a function of the maximum dis-
tance between reinforcing bars or between reinforcing bars and
the flexural compression zone.
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Fig. 8—Influence of shear on forces in longitudinal rein-
forcement

The factor B, which is the indicator of the ability of the
cracked concrete to transmit shear, is a function of 0, €, and s,.
For given values of €, and s, and a chosen value of 8, the factor
B can be calculated from Eq. (9), (10), (12), and (13). Table 2
lists the values of 8 that will result in the highest B values for
cracked concrete. The P values in Table 2 were derived assum-
ing that the maximum aggregate size a was 3/4 in. (19 mm).
However, the tabulated values can be used for other aggregate
sizes by using an equivalent spacing parameter s,, [see Eq.
(10)] such that

S, =8, a_—}-'(3).863 in. (19)
For mm units, replace the 1.38 by 35 and the 0.63 by 16. For
members without well-distributed crack control reinforcement,
the crack spacing parameter s, will increase as the member size
increases. It is apparent from Table 2 that an increase in s, re-
sults in a decrease in shear capacity.

Convincing evidence of the reduction in shear stress
capacity that occurs as members become larger was pro-
vided by an extensive experimental program conducted
in Japan by Shioya, et al.!*!> In the program, lightly re-
inforced beams without stirrups and having effective
depths d ranging from 4 to 118 in. (100 to 3000 mm) were
uniformly loaded until failure. Fig. 10 compares the ob-
served failure shear stresses for one series of these beams
with the failure shears predicted by both the 1995 ACI
Code' expressions and the general method. It can be seen
that the largest beam in this series failed at a shear stress
less than one-half of the failure shear predicted by the
1995 ACI Code equations.
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Fig. 9—Influence of reinforcement on spacing of diagonal
cracks

Table 2—Values of 6 and 3 for members without web

reinforcement

Longitudinal strain €, x 1000
SX
<0 [ <025(<050|<1.00]|<150|<200

<5, [0deg | 270 | 290 | 310 | 340 [36.0deg|38.0deg
B 494 | 378 | 319 | 256 | 219 | 193

<10 |0 | 300 | 340 | 370 | 400 | 430 |450deg
B 465 | 345 | 283 | 219 | 187 | 1.65

<15 | 0deg | 320 | 370 | 400 | 450 | 480 |50.0deg
B 447 | 321 | 259 | 198 | 165 | 145

5y |0deg | 350 | 410 | 450 | 510 | 540 |57.0deg
B 419 | 285 | 226 | 169 | 140 | 1.18

<50 |L0deg | 380 | 480 | 530 | 590 | 630 [660deg
B 383 | 239 | 182 | 127 | 1.00 | 083

<100 | Odeg | 420 | 550 | 620 | 69.0 | 72.0 |75.0deg
in, B 347 | 188 | 135 | 087 | 065 | 0.52

Note: For B values in MPa units divide given values by 12.
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PROPOSED SHEAR DESIGN PROCEDURE
The general equations of the modified compression field

theory, which are intended to account for the complex be-
havior of diagonally cracked concrete, are more suited for
computer solutions (e.g., see program RESPONSE) than for
hand calculations. With the 6 and [ tables, the method be-
comes simple enough to solve by hand. For design, the steps
are as follows:

Step 1—At the design section, calculate the shear stress v
from Eq. (12).

Step 2—Calculate the longitudinal strain €, from Eq. (7).

Step 3—For members with web reinforcement, choose the
values of 8 and B from Table 1. For members without web
reinforcement, choose the values of 6 and B from Table 2.

Step 4—For members without web reinforcement, use Eq.
(9) to determine the nominal strength. For members with
web reinforcement, use Eq. (9) to determine the required
amount of web reinforcement.

Step 5—Use Eq. (18) to check the capacity of the longitu-
dinal reinforcement.

EXPERIMENTAL VERIFICATION

The ACI Code shear design expressions were obtained
by first categorizing beams and columns into the follow-
ing groups: nonprestressed members subjected to shear
and flexure only; nonprestressed members subjected to
axial compression; nonprestressed members subjected to
axial tension; and prestressed members.

For each of the previous groups, an empirical equation
was developed to provide a good fit to the available ex-
perimental data. Most of the equations were derived in the
1962 ACI/ASCE Shear Committee report!® using the data
available at that time.

In contrast, the shear design method in this paper was
derived from the modified compression field theory that
is based on equilibrium, compatibility, and the stress-
strain characteristics of cracked reinforced concrete. In
this fundamental approach, no fitting factors were em-
ployed to match the predictions to available beam tests.
Thus, it is of considerable interest to compare the accura-
cy of the equations resulting from this new method with
the accuracy of the traditional ACI equations.

In Fig. 11 the experimentally determined failure shears
from 528 tests were compared to the failure shears predict-
ed by both the ACI equations and the method presented in
this paper. These tests encompass a wide range of cross-
sectional shapes, sizes, material properties, and types of
loading, as summarized in Table 3. The specimens selected
were those that failed primarily due to high shear stresses.
Specimens with short shear spans were excluded because
such members should be designed using either strut-and-tie
models'>!"18 or the ACI deep-beam equations, ! rather than
the sectional design approaches described in this paper.

As seen in Fig. 11, the proposed general method pre-
dicts the failure shears more accurately than the equations
of the current ACI Code. Table 3 indicates situations
where the ACI shear design method can be very inaccu-
rate. These situations include large, lightly reinforced
members and members subjected to high axial compres-
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sion where the ACI equations can be very unconservative.
On the other hand, for uniformly loaded members, mem-
bers with inclined prestressing tendons, and members
subjected to high axial tension, the ACI equations can be
extremely conservative.

CONCLUSIONS
It is believed that the method presented in this paper is “inte-

grated,” “simplified,” and gives “a physical significance” to the
parameters being calculated. For example, the shear carried by
tensile stresses in the concrete V., is made a function of the lon-
gitudinal straining in the web of the member €,. As &, increases,
V. decreases. Increasing the magnitude of the moment or ap-
plying axial tension increases €, and hence, decreases V... Ap-
plying axial compression or prestress or increasing the area of
longitudinal reinforcement decreases €, and hence, increases V...

A key feature of the new procedures is that they explicitly
consider the influence of shear upon the longitudinal rein-
forcement. It is believed that if engineers understand that
shear causes tension in the longitudinal reinforcement, they
will avoid some of the more serious detailing errors that are
sometimes made in current practice.
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NOTATION

Apg = area of prestressed longitudinal reinforcement on flexural ten-
sion side of member

A = area of longitudinal reinforcing bars on flexural tension side
of member

A, = area of shear reinforcement within distance s

a = maximum aggregate size

b, = effective web width taken as minimum web width within
effective shear depth d,

d = distance from extreme compression fiber to centroid of longi-
tudinal tension reinforcement

d, = effective shear depth taken as flexural lever arm which need
not be taken less than 0.9d. For prestressed members, dneed not
be taken less than 0.8% in determining d,

E, = modulus of elasticity of prestressing tendons

E = modulus of elasticity of reinforcing bars

1 = specified compressive strength of concrete

for = cracking strength of concrete

Jro = stress in prestressed tendon when surrounding concrete is at
Z€10 Stress

fie = effective stress in prestressed tendon after all losses

f = residual tensile stress in cracked concrete

h = principal compressive stress in concrete

Fomax = crushing strength of diagonally cracked concrete

h = overall height of member

M, = factored moment taken as positive

N, = factored axial load taken as positive for tension, negative for
compression

s = spacing of shear reinforcement

Sy = crack spacing parameter for members without stirrups

Ste = equivalent value of s, for beams where aggregate size is not 3/, in.

V. = shear strength provided by tensile stresses in cracked concrete
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Fig. 10—Influence of member size and maximum aggregate
size on shear stresses at failure
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Fig. 11—Correlation of experimental and predicted failure
shears for 528 tests

V, = nominal shear strength

v, = vertical component of prestressing

Vs = shear strength provided by stirrups

V., = factored shear force taken as positive

B = tensile stress factor indicating ability of cracked concrete to
transmit shear

€ = principal tensile strain in cracked concrete
€, = principal compressive strain in cracked concrete
€/ = strain in concrete when f. reaches f,’
0 = angle of inclination of principal compressive stress in cracked
concrete with respect to longitudinal axis of member
(0] = strength reduction factor
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Table 3—Experimental verification

) Experiment/predicted
St/’:}ips ACI General
Number and b,s Coefficient Coefficient
specimen Concrete, psi of variation, of variation,
Reference Date type Loading Depth, in. psi Mean| percent |Mean| percent
Kani"® 1979 | rectangular | 2 Point oads on 61048 2230 t0 5320 0 123 149 |135| 80
ant beargn S simple span ’ ) ’ '
. 2 point loads on
19 3 po a
Kani 1979 | 95 T-beams simple span 12 2510 to 5550 0 1.60 11.5 1.63 10.1
13 Uniformly
Shioya'’ 1989 | rectangular | distributed load on 5to 124 2860 to 4130 0 0.86 42.9 0.98 25.1
beams simple span
10 End loads applying
Gupta® 1993 | rectangular shear and 12 8700 to 9120 0to 170 |0.85 27.3 1.13 16.8
beams compression
Adebar and 7 rectangular | End loads applying
Collins?! 1996 columns shear and tension 12 6700 to 8500 0 275 51.4 0.90 12.8
Greeor and 6 prestressed Uniformly
o %l' 2 1993 bridge distributed load on 36 6500 to 8400 psi| 370to 590 | 1.06 17.5 1.37 12.7
oflins girders continuous span
14 .
Point loads on
: 4oh23
Collins and Végh> | 1993 re%tén:fltsllar continuous span 11 to 36 7250t0 13,500 | Oto 120 |0.84 18.2 1.07 15.9
Griezic, Cook, and Uniformly
Mitchell?4 1993 | 4 T-beams | distributed load on 16 5800 22510350 | 1.34 12.2 1.34 12.6
simple span
: Point loads on beams
Hadgi‘/j{f"’ Hﬁgg’ 1971 | 59 T-beams |  with tension or 18.5 1950106500 | 0t0700 |161| 323 |145| 187
and Mattoc compression
; 33 .
Elzanaty, Nilson, | gaq| o roiressed | 2 Point loads on 14and 18 | 6000to 11,400 | Oto700 | 1.07 11.6 1.35 9.5
and Slate I-beams simple span

Pasley, Gogoi,

Darwin, and | 1990 | 13 T-beams |  Lointloads on 18 4500 01082 |099| 120 |127 7.0
continuous span

McCabe?’
31 Point loads on beams
Mattock?® 1969 | rectangular |  with tension or 12 2200 to 8000 0 1.56 24.7 1.45 14.0
beams compression
20 .
Bennettand =\ o7y | o eqsed | 2 Point loads on 10and 18 | 4400106460 | 63001900 | 1.71| 194 | 146| 182
Balasooriya I-beams simple span
Bennett and 22 Point load on
129 1974 | prestressed : 13 6000 to 10,500 | 103 to 5600 | 1.15 9.9 1.54 10.9
Debaikey I-beamns simple span
Moody, Viest, 12 Point load
Elstner,and | 1954 | rectangular soilrflplgasp;): 12 880 to 4600 0 127 14.2 127 13.5
Hognestad?! beams
33 Point load on
MacGregor®? | 1960 | prestressed simple span 12 2400 to 7000 0t0470 | 1.09 25.8 1.54 2255
I-beams
27 .
Oleson, Sozen, and | g, | o cressed | FoIntload on 12 2450106700 | 010350 |1.06| 188 |1.59| 153
Siess I-beams simple span
10 Point load on
Roller and Russell**| 1990 | rectangular simple span 25 to 34 10,500 t0 18,170 | Oto 1176 | 1.05 20.0 1.19 13.5
beams
P - 39 full-size
ahawy, Robinson, prestressed Point load on 44
and Batchelor® 1993 bridge simple span 6000 165 to 1670 | 1.09 19.5 1.13 15.8
girders
12 .
Yoon, Cook, and | 19| o angular | Point load on 30 522010 12,615 | Oto145 |1.14| 138 |107| 103
Mitchell beams simple span
528 beams Average | 1.32 33.7 1.39 19.7
Concrete,” American Concrete Institute, Detroit, 1963, 144 pp. 1957, pp. 637-668.
4. ACI Committee 318, “Building Code Requirements for Reinforced 6. Vecchio, F. J., and Collins, M. P., “Modified Compression Field The-
Concrete,” American Concrete Institute, Detroit, 1971, 78 pp. ory for Reinforced Concrete Elements Subjected to Shear,” ACI Structural
5. Elstner, R. C., and Hognestad, E., “Laboratory Investigation of Journal, V. 83, No. 2, Mar.-Apr. 1986, pp. 219-231.
Rigid Frame Failure,” ACI JOURNAL, Proceedings V. 53, No. 1, Jan. 7. Collins, M. P, and Mitchell, D., Prestressed Concrete Structures,
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Table 3—Experimental verification

Experiment/predicted
Stirrups
ACI General
Aty
Number and b,s Coefficient Coefficient
specimen Concrete, psi of variation, of variation,
Reference Date type Loading Depth, in. psi Mean| percent |Mean| percent
Kani'® 1979 | rectagular | 2 Pointloads on 61048 2230 to 5320 0 123 149 [135| 80
ant beargn S simple span ’ ’ ’ )
. 2 point load:
19 . point loads on
Kani 1979 | 95 T-beams simple span 12 2510 to 5550 0 1.60 11.5 1.63 10.1
13 Uniformly
Shioya'’ 1989 | rectangular | distributed load on 5to 124 2860 to 4130 0 0.86 42.9 0.98 25.1
beams simple span
10 End loads applying
Gupta? 1993 | rectangular shear and 12 8700 to 9120 0to170 |0.85 273 1.13 16.8
beams compression
Adebar and 7 rectangular | End loads applying
Collins?! 1996 columns shear and tension 12 6700 to 8500 0 2.75 51.4 0.90 12.8
Gregor and 6prestressed | Uniformly ]
Collins? 1993 bridge distributed load on 36 6500 to 8400 psi| 370to 590 | 1.06 17.5 1.37 12.7
otlins girders continuous span
14 .
. (103 Point loads on
Collins and Végh?? | 1993 re%tea:ngllsllar continuous span 11to 36 725010 13,500 | Oto 120 | 0.84 18.2 1.07 15.9
Griezic, Cook, and Uniformly
Mitchell24 1993 ] 4 T-beams | distributed load on 16 5800 22510350 | 1.34 12.2 1.34 12.6
simple span
: Point loads on beams
Fladdacin, OB 11971 | 59 T-beams | with tension or 185 1950106500 | 010700 |1.61| 323 |145| 187
and Mattoc compression
; 33 .
Elzanaty, Nilson, 2 point loads on
and Slate2s 1986 | prestressed simple span 14 and 18 6000 to 11,400 0to700 | 1.07 11.6 1.35 9.5
I-beams
Pasley, Gogoi, Point load
Darwin, and 1990 | 13 T-beams | Ot 03¢5 0% 18 4500 0t082 [099| 120 [127| 70
McCabe?? continuous span
31 Point loads on beams
Mattock?® 1969 | rectangular with tension or 12 2200 to 8000 0 1.56 24.7 1.45 14.0
beams compression
20 .
BBC““C“ and 11971 | prestressed | 2 Point loads on 10and 18 | 4400106460 | 63001900 | 1.71| 194  |146| 182
alasooriya simple span
I-beams
22 .
Bennett and Point Joad on
Debaikey? 1974 prf_st:gzﬁzd simple span 13 6000 to 10,500 | 103 to 5600 | 1.15 9.9 1.54 10.9
Moody, Viest, 12 Point load
Elstner,and | 1954 rectangular Smle Span 12 880 to 4600 0 1.27 14.2 1.27 13.5
Hognestad?! beams sumple span
MacGregor®™ | 1960 presitessed | Fointloadon 12 2400107000 | 010470 |1.09| 258 |1.54| 225
actregor p I-beams simple span ’ : : ’
27 .
Oleson, Sozen, and | g6, | o ocressed | POIntload on 12 2450106700 | 010350 |106| 188 |1.59| 153
Siess b simple span
-beams
10 Point load on
Roller and Russell**| 1990 | rectangular imol 25t0 34 10,500 t0 18,170 | Oto 1176 | 1.05 20.0 1.19 13.5
beams simple span
Shai Robi 39 full-size
ahawy, Robinson, prestressed Point load on 44
and Batchelor® 1993 bridge simple span 6000 165 to 1670 | 1.09 19.5 1.13 15.8
girders
Yoon, Cook, and 12 Point load on
Mitchell36 1996 recgg:l%]x;lar simple span 30 5220t0 12,615 | Oto145 |1.14 13.8 1.07 10.3
528 beams Average | 1.32 33.7 1.39 19.7
Concrete,” American Concrete Institute, Detroit, 1963, 144 pp. 1957, pp. 637-668.
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